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Deatr Masgrs. Van Foszen and Iwverson:

Dlease Find snclosed sur comments on the Drafr Tina'! Remedial Investigation for
the Croundwater Cperable Units at the Chemical Plant Area aad the Ordnance Warks
Arss, Waldon Spring. Missourl and the Draft Final Haseline Risk Assessment for
the Groundwater Cperable Units at tae Chemical Plant Aras and tha Ordnance Works
Area, Weldon Spring., Missouri, both deted Februacy 1837. '

The MDNR svaff have raviewad these documents and have determined that the
following are majar areas which willi nead to be resclvad prlor to our
concurrence ot these decrments. The atcached commenns are also offered as part
of aur detajiled Final comments on the Draft Final. MDNR requests that the final
Draft be edited tc incorporate these changes.

. The Seutheast Draipage groundwater characterization 1s incomplate: the nature
and extent of contamination has not hean firalized. (ranitm CONCentrations of
up to 230 pCifl, as identified by a limited number of in-situ groundwater
samples, ace clearly above proposed uranium drinking water levels of 14
pCi/l. MDNR earlier requested further characterization of the groundwater
within this drainsge, in terms of obraining more representative data points
fin terms of a lLarger number of samples aver an extended period of time
incorporating seasongl avents.) In their responses to MDNR's comments, oE
indicated that they are evaluating the decizion to place monitering well({s)
in the Southeast Drainage. MONR regquests that DCE install and monitor at
least one monitaring well for at least one year io crdes to aasigt ifn the
determination of the nature and axtent gL contaminants of concern im the

Southeast Draizage., (Rafer to guestion’ #24).

+ Based on high pranium concentratioms data, in addition to the fact that this
"lard” is state owned with public access, MONE would have to find that theze
would have o he a remedial action in order e cleanup the groundwater withid
this drainage. The DOE has recommended that within the groundwater cperable
unit conceptual sifs exposure model, the futurs resident has sn incomplete
pathway and that the future Iesident is pot feasible. MDNE, disagreas Wit
this position for the following reasoms: 1) DOE zust consider all reasonable
future scenarios, and 2} studies have shown that populaticn growth 13 rapidly

Lo
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moving into 5t. Charles county. The demand for "unused™ property will be/is
at a premivm for use BY home/business developars. This demand cowid
pacentially farge lardewners Lo sell dasirable proparties, Thersa is na
gquarantee that the Missouri Depariment of Conservation will retazin ownership
of the land heldings it curzently has. It is conceivable that Foture
cegidents could place wells in the vicinity of the Chemical Blant and recaive
contaminated groundwater from the site. MONR believes that the acceptable
future receptorx that shouid pe considered is residential at a 107 farget

risk. (Refer to gquestion #207).

MONR acknowledges that the results of the water balance study will e an
sstimate at cest and that LCE and LNL izdicated the development of a wates
nalance for Chemical Plaot and Spptheast Drainage will not provide any
wo=thwhile data. MDNE disagraes with DOE’ s essessment of the usefulness of
this study. One af the reasdas this information is needed is to detesmine
whether or not the volume of water going into the sysTem is ecual to the
volume sxiting the system. This will indicate whezher or not contamirated
groundwater is exiting the system unaccounted forfundetecred, It is the
responsibility of the RLI Lo getermine the natvre and extent of contamination
which includes that ~ontaminated groundwater umaccounted fox. Further, the
rolume estimates along with estimnates aZ the concenturaticns of the
contaminants will enable DGE T2 astimaze the maximum canceatrations that tha
end points of the groundwater system will w=each. This information will enable
BOE to predict any futwre renedial acticas to be taken for the groundwates
orecable unit, MDNE belisves that portions ol informatior is all ready
available as a result of a number of studles such as dye trace studies
perfermed, angle boriags drilled and completion of design wark for dispasal
cell and the leachate management plan. {Refex to question #€7.)

"%a DO has committed ta supplying additional information regarding the
watuce and extent of TCE and 1,2 LCE chazacterizarion to the socth af the
Chemical Plant. MONR esrlisr =squested additional inforgatiop on the wertical
and norizental exteat of TCE. This information {particulaczly the wertical
axtent) was not supolied. MLINER understacds that the drums coataining toe TCEZ
have been removed, raffinate pit: 5ludges have velh T2 he ramoved and that
discovery of TCE contaminated soil would require addictional handling and
disposal options avaluationa. Bowever, resldual contamtnation still remains.
ahove the drinking water MCL levels in some araas, DOE bas also noted that'gn
some instances, the level of contamination in some of the wells is ;
decressing. This is expected. Due La the characteristic pature of TCE
chemical, a DNRPL, it is common for it to migrate, especially downgradient.
Hasad on the low occurrences of 1,2 DCE, it appears as though this chemical
is not degrading to any large extent. Thus, degradation would acht accqgunt for
the decreasing levels of corntamipation. Anather reasoznable sxplanation is
that the contamination is probably migrating away from the site. Migration
away frem the site does not relisva DGE from the responsibility of
remediation of this contaminant. MDNR expects that DOE determine the rertical
and horizontal exzent of TCE and 1,2 DCE in preparation for the Feasihility
study and resultant remedial actions for this contaminant, {Rafer to guestlon

Bo2.}

The Remedial Invastigatior noted that uranium southeast af Chemical Blant ig
walls MH-4020, and M#-4024 {18 pCi/l, and 60 pCi/l, respectively) exceed the
nropased drinkipg water MCL for yranium at 14 pCi/l. Charactercizatiod of
mature and extent is incomplete for this area, MDNR acknowledges the
attempts made to identify the nature and axtant of the contamination, but
believes the results are incoenclusive. in light of the fact that this .
contaminated groundwater L5 located wff DOE propezty, on stale owned.Pﬂbllc
lands, MDNR will require that this contaminated groundwalter pe remediated.
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MONE further requests catlle and extant for uranimm alsc be appliad to wells
MH-4005 and MW-4010. Finally, MONR requests that BOE fully discuss the nature
and extent of sll contaminants af concern prasect offsite that gxceed the
MCL/SMCL or hackgrovnd. {Refer Co guestisns #1%6 and #154.)

. MDNR notes thar the reported detectiom limit for thallium was 5.0 micrograms
per liter which is higher than the MCL of 2 micrograms per Liter for the
insitu groundwater wells in the Southeast Drazinage. MDONR alsc acknawledges
DOE‘s finding that elevated ievels of thallium were not detected in
grourdwater at the site o in the springs and that it mot likely T be
wrassnt in grouvndwater in the Sputhesst Drainage. However, MLME doss 20T
agrea with this finding. Detection lewvels of the nlder data wWere glevatad on
Fha Chemical Plant. The issus of concern here, howaver is the elevated levels
of contemination, especially in the 3outheast Drazinge and that thallium Wikl
nat be detected if the detection limit is too nigh, (which appeazs to be tae
case in this example.} The thalliem characterization data (and especially
detection ievels} provided in these documents is guescionable, MDNR requests
that the deraction levels of thallime, lead and nickel be researched apd
validated and pressnted in the A1 for the Grocndwater Oparable Onit ancd
especially for the 3sutheast Drainage as compared ta the MUL/SMCL. (Refer to

question #86.)

»  Duriag the last roung of comments, MDWR requested that iafermaticn of the
aature and extent of groutndwazer centaminaticn for toluene he included ia the
Draft Final of the Hemecdial Invastigazion., This was not dane. DOE’ s raspoose
was thar a sampling round was conducted on the chamical plant, as.well as on
Fwg walls in the training area and that nething was discoversd. MODHR reqrests
chat they be provided with this data so that the scasff may review and
svaluate the Findings. {Refer te question #2.]

=he chart farmat for -he dzaft responses for comments provided by DOE/ANL is
vary convenient during the review procass, In future deocuments, it would bhe
sxtremely help#ul if DOE/ANL, in the right hand celuvmn of the chart, would make
reference to the newly revised cext pages for the dacument neing addrassed.

He expact and will work diligently with you to resolwa these issues. However, |
in The event thar we are urnable to resolve these issnes, this letter constitutes
our statement of dispute pursuant te the W5SRAP and WSOW Federal Facility =

Agreemants.

We request & meeting in the neazr futuze to discuss these comments. Should you
have any gquestisns, please feel free to contact Martha Windsor at 314-441-8030.

Sinceraly,

HAZARNOUS WASTE PROGRAM

e/ S

Mzxtka Windsor
Environmantal Specialist

oo Weldon Springs Cltizen’s Commission
Dan Wall, USEPA Region VIE
Tow Larenz, TSEPA Region WII
Missouri Department of Conservation
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MISSCURT DEPARTMENT OF MATURAL AESOURCES - Comments oo the Final Drafts of the

Remedia] Investigation for the Groundwater Operable Units at. the Chemigal Plant
Area and the Ordnance Works Area, Weldon Spring, Migsguri and the Saseline Risk
Assessment for che Groundwater Uperable Units at the Chemical Plant Area and the

Ordnance Works Area, Weldon Spring, Missopri.

2. Page 1-6. Section 1.3.2, pParagcaph 3: The question asked pertained £2
tolnene contaminated soils on the chemical plant and the recuest far
characierization o determine whether or not groundwater under the chemical
plant iz conteminated with tolunene. This must be answered. :

2. Page 1-10, Figure 1-4: The questicn asked partained to the amber of
production wells lecated within the 3t. Charles County wellfield. The resgonse
was the figure was deleted. Open a2 review of thnis cesponse, it was discovered
that the figure was nmot deleted. Please correct this discrepancy.

19, Page 2.8, Tigure 2.1: The question asked pertained to the inglusicn of
spring 5304 in section ¢. The respanss was that only those springs evaluated
tnder the join: sampling effort worlld be included acd that z <all out to Figurs
%.% has been added to Section 4.1.1. TUpnn a reviaw of this respense, Lt was
discovered that there was no zall out kKo Figure 3.%5. Digase correct this

discrepancy.

20, Fage 2-11, paragraph 2: The question asked pertajined to request ok
comments on the nature and extent of toluene under the chemical plant acd
ordnance works. The response was That taluene had oot been detected in aay well
since 1989, joint samplimy for MWS-3 and MiWS-104 2id not datect tolunece and
recent -sampling for VOCs at the Chemical Plant natwork did not detect tolusne,
and recent results of the groundwater sampling and analysis of toluene will be
srovided in the RI. Upon a review of this response, it was discoversd that nans
of this information was lncluded. Please correct this discrepalcy. :

Zd. Page 2-13, section 2.2.Z; 203, page §—3 and 206, page 8-5, paragraph I:
T"he question asked pertained ta the request for the installation of & permanent
manitaring well within the Southeast Draipage in order to characterizs the .
pature and extent of contamination. The response was that there was no text .
changs with regards to sdditioral monitoring wikhin the dralinage and that DOE is
currently evaluating additional menitoring needs for che drainage. MIOER
requests thart at least ope additional well bes placed in the drainaga for
characterization. The data already obtained provides concentrations of
contampinants taken at a point in time. It doeg nmot evaluate naturs ol
cuncentrations aver time (with respect to changes in precipitation and seascnal
changes), mor does it characterize the extsnt of contamination. 35ee the related

questicn in the cower lettar.

further

3B, Pages 3-11 and 3-12, figures 3.4 and 3.5: The question asiced pertained to
why the cross section does not depict the perched water. The responas was that
the intant of these Figures was to illusttate the position gf the water table
surface relative to the hydrostratigraghic units that compose the shallow
squifar. It is MIDNR‘3 position is that the perched watar ehonld he copsidered a
partion of the hydrologic/hydrostratigraphic system and shounld be included in
tha oroass section. ' :

15, Page 3-21, Paragraph 4: The question asked pertained to the retnofitbting
af a well. DOE indicated that in the retrofitting process a determination of
paor construction was baged on RI data. MONE, believas that well construgtlol
during retrofittiag of open hole MW-3002 to deep well MW-302¢ may have resulted
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in & poor sesl in MW-3024. Acoording to the RI (Fage 3-27, Tahle 1 3.3 and Page
3-23, Pacagraph 1), the upwazd wertical gradient chzerved Detwesn MW 3024 and
shallow well MH-3025 can be attributed ta tha possibility that the deepel well
is in hydraulic copmunication with groundwater in the westhared zope. While sn
areificially bigh water javal elevation may be created by leakage from the
weathersd zops into the well hore, such leakage could not creats the illusion of
an ypwazd gradient. If the water leval observed in MW-3024 was The result atf
nixing of water from the weatnered and unweathered zones, it would be at a ievel
somewners between tLhe water levels for the tnweathered and weathered Tones-not
higher than the water levels in the weathered zone, Monitoring wells which are
suspected to have poor ceals should be properly ahacdoned s that they do oot
serve as conduits for the wvertical migravion of contamipants. Plaemse discuss

plans to manage the poor seal in MW-3024.

51. fage 2-24, paragraph 2: The question asked pertained to 2 request to
explain upward vartical gracdients at certain wells. DOE responded by including
text from Mugel’s 1936 reapoll. MDNR's position 1s that upward Tertical
gradieats ace expected near discharge areas; howewvez, it appears s though ME-13
and MW-22 are located in the uplands, 2t 2 diztance from kaown discharge arsas.
DOE g axplanation is illagical. Again, please explain The ratigrale.

id. Page 3-24, sectian 5.2.5: The cuestion asked pertained to the ragquest for
the differences hetween vertical gradisnts obtained Irom aveI2ge statlec waler
ievels as comparsd to average static water levals. Usen a review of the
respansa, the actual etatic watber levels are £o be sraluatad and Table 3.3
ravised. The dates of the actual gracic warer lavel measurenents should zlsa be

provided. Please do this.

58. Page 3-26, Section 3.2.3, paragraph 5: The guestion asked partained to
inclusion of travel times ta private drinking wells along Dardenne Creek
drainage basin. The rasponte Was tnat the focas of the BRI 1s an the shallaow
aguifer, there iz little data ta calculate travel times ia +he desper aguiiers.
Aoweves, in response to an EBR questions regarding horodaries needing to be

laced on the potential for futurs Iimpacts Lo the deeper aguifer systems, DOE
imciuded rechargas data obtained Irom numerical modeling conducted by the U3GE
bakween the shallow, middle and deep aquifers. DOE alsa noted that the model was .
calibrated and used to assess flow belweean rhe three bedrock aguifers. MDNE 7,
acknowledges these fachs and respomses. Hawewer, dus to the fact that there is 2
possibllity af residenrial drinking wells being drilled downgradient from this
MEL site, it is the responsibility of the PAF ta characterize the nature and
axtept of contemination. Please provide the information requested.

e7. Page 3-31: The guestion asked pertained to a request for a water balance
study far the conceptual groundwater madel. The response was that the
information a budget provides 1s the magnitudes of the inflaows and eutflows and
changes in storage, aod that the effort apd cost asspoiated with condacting
specific field favestigations to reduce the uncertainty is not worth the
information that a water budget with provide to the GEOU RI/FS. MDNR diszgrees
with this statement and requests a water halance study be performerd. Flease
refer to the related question contained within the cover letter.

31. Page 4-3, paragraph 1: The guastion asked pertained to the elimination of

had data; the state requested thst the resampling of a limited number of wells

would substantiate data validity. The Zesponss was that the data wWas removed .
from the data hase and that it is not worthwhile ta rasample wells for filtered it
antimony data, given that the results of the £ilter/nonfilter study did aot

indicate a significant diffarence. Has tnls recent data superceded informatlion

contained within the 1395 Work Plap for the GWOU, page 777 The last paragzaph of
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this pege motes that the highest canceztrations of sntimony were reportad for
mmiiltered samples, 54 graundwater contamination may be present. Flease

SOMMEILE .

85. Paga 4-2, last paragragh: The questicn asked pertained to mentioning in

the dogugent that “only a subset of nitroaromstics were analyzed prior to 19857
The response was that the text should appear earlier in the documant . MDONA did
not identify this in the decument aad reguests that it he placed in this report.

g5, Page 4-9%, Table 4-3: The question pertained to fhe in-situ groundwatez
sampling in the Southeast Praidage, and the fact that the detection limit Zar
thallirm exceeded the MCL. The raspohse noted this Zact. MONE. requests that
DOE provide information &9 substantiare all data reliabhility with respect L2
detection levels es compaged to MCL apd SMCLs. Please rafer to the ralared

question located in the body of the cover letfer.

49. fage ¢-11, fourtd paragrach: The quastion asked pertained to high sulfate
values detected may be from leakage from the raffinate pits. The response Was
trat kigher sulfate  concentrations are 2ot helicvaed to Se from the Leakage af
the raffinate pits bacatlse rhe majority of the flow from the pits is to the
noctn, 1f contamination was floving south to the drainage, we would expect tJ
sme similar values at the major discharye noints {springs}. MLNR rafers DOE to
the Octeber 311, 1994 (page 2-33) Work Plan which discusses that the efflueat
from the raffinate pits went inte the southeast Drainage. Zlaease clarify the

Lext.

50. Page 4-12, Table 4.4: The question asked pertained to parameters on this
tetie are different from Table 4.5. The rasponse was that the data in the next
ravision was carracted and consistent throughout the document. UGpom & reviaw of
~his raspense, MDNR chserved that thers ware a few differences betwaan Tablas
4.3 and 4.4 with regard to selenium, cacdmivn and antimony. Pleassa expliain these

diflerenres.

2. Page 4-13, first saragraph: The question asked pertained ta why thare are
a0t any background data from the sverhuszdern and deeper units during the plaooing
stages gf the RI, especially in light of the fact that TCE has heen discovered. -
The response was that background data were not chbtained because of the - .
difficulties in identifying an available location and that the lack of -
background data dees oot affect the discovary of TCE because TCE is not expected
= be present in background. Upon a review ol this response, MDNE. agrees thal
while this is trwe, it 1s importast io datermine if TCE presently 2=xists on,
near the site, or has migrated offsite, IC is important ta determine TCE Dot
just as background bat as neseline or contral data points as wall as determipe
if the TCE is migrating vertically down or harizentally into other aguirfers.
MONE regquests that DOE fully characterizre the nature and extent of TCE -end 1,2
DCR, wertically and herizontally, Please rafer to the related gquestien
~ontained within the body of the cover Jetter.

115. Page 4-24, Sectiom 4.1.1,3: The qusstion asked pertained ta a raquest Lo
includs a brief discussion of pessible explanations of similar data for site and
background loczticns. The response wWas that statistical comparisons indicate
bhat mast of the metals in groundwatsr are not elevated with respect to
background. Upan a review af this regpanse MDNR did not find this discussicon in
the text (pages 4-14 througk 4-13}. Please provide a reference for this
dizcussion in the text.

122. Page 4-28, Table 4.11: The question asked pertained o 2 request Lo DOTE
that the detection limit for thallium axrsacded the MCL at spring 5402. The
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response was that the reported detection limit far thallium was 5.0 micrograms
per liter which is higher what the MCL of 2 micrograms per liter. Elevated
lavels of thallimm were not detected fn the groundwater at the site or springs
and are not likely ta be present in the groundwater in the Southeast Drainage.
Tha OOE is considerimg ipstallation of a moaitoring well(s) in the drainage To
collect additisnal data, Please refer Lo vhe response in the bedy of the cover

letter and question #86 gbove.

125 and 127 through L32: The question asked pertaiped ro discrepancies regarding
hackground levels of metals at Spriang 3¢02. These discrepanclas occurred
netweer the text and Table 4.11. dccarding to the =esponsas Lo comments, Tzhle
4.11 was corrected. Howaver, the final draft verston of the RI does cot coataic
a Taple 4.11. Will background data for the springs be presented in tabular

form? Flease clarify.

133. Pages 4-31 to 4-44, Sectlian 4.2: The question asked paztained to the
requast for a discussion of the nature aznd extent aof contamination of the deeper
and older formations. The response was that all the monitoring wells assaciated
with the chemical plant area have been sampled and analyzed for TCE azd othex
volatile organic compounds. Discussians will Be izcluded in the RI. Upom a
review af the respopse, MODNR did net find a discussion regarding the =zature and
exzant of contamination of the deeper and plder formations and especially with
respect to TCE. MDNR requests that this infpormation be provided irn order Eo
complete the characterization for TCE and 1,2 DCE. Pleasg zefer-to the relatad

romments located within the bedy of the cover lecter.

The guastion asked pertained to a
fhe response was that a subset
MDNE did not
the

134, Page 4-31, Section 4.2.1, paragrapn I:
fiscussion on the background comparisen of data.
of wells around the raffinate pits will be evaluated separately.
find a discussion in the document regarding the gunset of wells around
raffinate pits. Please provide a reference so- that we may review it.

137. Page 4-33, Figure 4.2: The gquestion zsked pertaimed tao wells with granium
levels higher tham 1 pCifl west ol the chemical plant and thes request t2

include possible sources for the concen=rationg detected, The zesponse Was that
rhere is Mot a sqarfce of uranium west of the chemical plant, that the uraniem iz
the wells is & Fumcticn of the backgreund variation. Upon a caview af the -
responge, MDNR doss net agree with this finding. -
133. Page 4-35, Figure 4.4; 14I, Page 1-38, paragraph 1y 142, Page 4-38,
Owverburden, Paragraph L; 146, Page 4-38. Paragraphs 1 and 2: The guestion asked
pertained to a clarifiication of e discrepancy of different values for the total
vrapiom UCL for the weathered unit., The response was that the discrevandy has
beett corrected. MDNR requests that this review would have peen facilitated if
the guestion had been answerad, rather than just indicating that the discrenancy
has been corracted. MDNR requescs in all future reviews, in order to facilitate
and axpedite the work, that these suggestions be implemented,

154, ©Dage 4-41, third paragraph and 196, 'Page 7-4, section 7.1,1.3: The
question asked pertained to MONR's position that irrespective of the lack of amy
known source the presence of uranium southeast of the chemical plact does pot
release NOE From the liability of remediating the contamipated groundwater. Tha
responsa was that the determination of the nesd to remediazte groundwater would
not be based on locating known sources of contamination. The docunent has aoted
that contaminmacion in the vicinify of MW 4020, MW 4024 and MW 402% has uranium
concentrations greater than the MCL af 14 poifl. In light af tha fact that this
contamipated groundwater is located off DOE property, on State owned public
lands, MDNR will require that thisz contamination be ramediatad, Dleass refer Lo
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the relatad guestion contajned within the body of the cover latter.

159. Page 4-44, Summary: The question asked partained te what is preventicg
limited hits of nitroaromatic compounds £rem beccming moTe frequent in the
Furure and catsing an impact to the deeper formations. The raspoase was that
the text uses various statistics and regulatory standards ta discuss the zature
andt extent of contamination which is believed to be appropriate, the Lext was
revised to clarify where possible and to chrrect discrepancles. Upon a review
af the response, the guestion was ngt answered.

Anorher guestion asked pertained to the request o 2 discussion of the
excasdances of SMCLs for aluminum, iren and mangarmese. Wo cesponse was givemn.

Flease provide aa explansatian.

163. Page 3-3 figure 3.1: The quastion zsked partained to inslusion of toluene
ripalines, stc. as a source at conramination. The response wWas that figure 3.1
was modified. pon a review of the response, the toluens pipalines still have

ot bees ipcluded in the list of sources. Please see MDNR RI comment #2 apd the

assgciated responsea.

144. Page 5-3, figure 3.1: According To Ebe response, sediment Ifrom sorings
athes than Burgermeister Spring were adred to the list of "impacted media®
contained in Figure 5.1. These sediments have nat peen added te the list of

impacted media, Fleass do this.

165. Pawge 5-4, sectisn 5.2: The questiod asked pertained to the stale net
agreeing witk the site related costaminants. DOE noted that the list is being
-evizited and that the text would he revisec when the rsanalysis is complate.
This starement leaves the finzl list of COC undetermined. Will =he list ol CQOCs
ba revised? I[f so, what contaminants are included on this list? What Ls the

sustificatiaon far these conraminants?

i70. Page 5-2, Sectiom 5.2.3, paragzsph 2: The questian asked pertains to the
request far inclusian of Flgures 4,10 and 4.21. The response Wis that thesa
figures would be included in the revised documenct. Oson a review of the
response, it was determined that fiqure 4.21 was not included and page 5-2 was

rot changed. Plasse <o this.

T4

185. P®age 5-26, paragzaph 4: The quastion asked pertains Lo the discrepancy in

the text and Eigure regarding the nitrate trend. The response was Ghat a2
reexamination af the trand and cavision of the text will be done accardingly-
According to the text of the drafe version of this document, the mass Elux of
nitrate at Burgermelster Spring is reportedly inversely propertional to the

di scharge, However, according to Figure 5.7 of the draft, mitrate flux ramains
constant as the spring discharge increases. The discrepancy between the text
and Figure 5.7 remains in this version of the RI. Pleass correct this

discrepancy.

18¢. Page 6-1, paragraph 1: The question askad pertains to the need for
molybdemym to be listed as = PCOC. The résponse was that molybdentm is
discussed esarlier in the RI as a site related contamipant, fiot as & PCoC for
buman health. It is identified as a PCOC for ecological resources. Mol yhdemm
wes scresped out because it did mot comtribute to mOIE thar 1% of the toral
risk. Hawever, in the responses to an MDNR SRA similar comment #%, DOE meted
that tha use of the 1% risk for screening will z=ot be periqammed o2 the next
revision. Please comment oo this discrepancy.

194. Page 6~2, paragraph 3: The question aske¢ pertains to the request ta
locate ¢ wells with the 1 inm 10,000 chamizal risk. The response Was thar the
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informatian was provided ic the revision. Upon a review of tie respenss, this
information was not located. PBlzage includs this informatior.

The question asked pertains o witether or paot the
presence of uranium axceeding the MCL affect the hazard indax? The respaozse wWas
that =he hazard quotient indax at the MCL level for urenium (20 micragrams/L} is
4.19. Upon a zaview af the Cesponse, it was determined that the gquestion was
not answered. The questiaon pectained to the exceedance af the MCL. Please

195, Page 6-3, paragrapa 1:

rasTOnd .

1946. Page T-4, sectiod 7.1.1.3: The gquesticn asked pertaips to naturally
accurring uranium presect in ben-onite used to s=al the annular spage of MW-40Z24
and that uranium wmay have leached inta the water in the wells. Assumiag that
the elevated uranium levels in MW-40Z24 pre dus to leaching of uranium frem the
nectonite seal and assuming that the well was purged prior to sampling, =rzanivm
was also apparently leached inato the water surrcounding the well. The sowrce of
contamination for chis arez needs Lo 4o identified. Please refer to the zelated
comment contairzed within the hody af the caver letter. :

197, Page T-4, section 7.1.1.3: The ¢uestion asked partains 2o the digcrepancy

The respohse was that the walue of 167 pCi/l is an

of uranium concentraticns.
it was determined

arrar and will be corracted. Upon a ceview of the response,
tha= this had not been corrected. Please do this.

183, Page 7-5, sacticn 4 1.5: The question asked pertains to & request for a&n
explanation regarding the rationale fuz the exslugian of large and e=ratlc
concentrations of nitroaromatics from the data set. The response was that the
data haz maot heesn rejected oT excluded and that the section will be revised,
Uoon a raview of the response, it was detarmined that the original text stated
that the data wasz exciuded. EFElease explain this discrepancy and clarify the

cext.

193. Page 7-6, seciioa +.1.1,8, bullat 2: The guestion asked pertalned to 2
raquest to pravide darta substantiating equivalence. The responss Was that
addiriznal 0A data is being sent under a separate covar. Plsase susmit this

darta.

201, Page -2, second paragraph: The guasticn askéd pertained ta 2 request ta-
clarify the discrepancies. The response was that it would be reworced fox
clarification. Upon a review of this, it was determined that the text had not

been reworded. Please do this.

205, Page -4, paragraph 4: The questiocn asked pertsined to 2 raquast th note
than mitrgarcmatics bave also been detected throughaut the remainder of the
training area and on portions of Busch and Weldon 5Spring Wildiife Areas. Tha
response was that the summary of the nitroarcmatics coatamination was revised.
Tpon a review of the document, it was determined that nothing had been revised.

?leasa revise the document. .
206, Page -5, papagtaph 2; The question asked pertained ta a regquest T2
install well(s) in the Southeest Drainage. The Tespounse wasl that thae ip=itu
data would be usad for the RI and future datz wili be ineorporated into
subsequent reports. This is oot acceptable. The Groundwafer Cperable U#lt
SEA/RI/FS/ROD will be the final decuments towards the remediatiaon of this area.
This dats can nrot be put off for future planning purpases. MONR recuests that
at least one additional wall be placed within the Southeast Drainage in order 1o
determine the pature and extent of comtaminaticn. Flease see the related
comment contained within the body of the cover letter.
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207. Page 3-3, pazagzaph 3: The guestisn sskad pertained ta the statement thaz
the uranim was within the target rizk ranga. The responsé wWas tzat this sange
ig from 1 x 107 o T = 1p-%. MONR considers any risk greater than I = 107 as

too gzest and is unacceptable. Flease see tre related comment cantained within

tke hody of the cover letter.

716. Page B-7, paragzaph L: The gquestion asked pertzined to clarification &=
insa-urated snd seturated overparden in the vicimity of raffinate DIt #4. The
response was that water lavels mgagired will be reavaiunated and the discussicn
will be revised. It ramains uneclear whether slevated water iavels in the
viclnity of the rafficate pits are dus LS perched groundwater oI whether they
re due ta Sroundwater mounding. Cross sectians ;1lastreting the hydrogeclogy
in the wicinity of the rafiinate pits would assist in making this determination.

223, PBages C-1 to C-73: The question asked pertained to the imclesion of units
of concentration oo the saples, The responss was the untte will e indicated.
Tn many cases, the appTopriate unics have mot been previded. '

224, DPage G-6: Regarding thorium versus twallium, if this is thorium, whal are
the appropslate units for this radionuclide? If this is thoriom, shauld this

alse have the latter "a” beside it?

225. Page C-10, Table C-2: The question asked pertvaiped o tha discrepancy
regqarding the instellation date For well MW-4024. The responss Was that ths
discrepancy was elipinazed. A review of this found that the discrepancy still

ramains. Please correct this.

225. Page C-41, Table £=5: The guestlon asked pertained to che discreparcy af
zraniwm walues. The response imdicated that the Text was glarifiad. These
discrepancies rampizn. Please porrect these discrepancsises.

Bazalina Aisk Assesiment

The conoersns previously axpressaed by MDNR in the last drafs appear ta e
addressed in this final draft. Ta=lusion of a rezidential scenazio b£g as3e=as _
notential risk from groundwater exposure and sxamination of additional pathways
for the recreational scenarilc were added to chis final draft. The following -
commants pertain to the revised porticns of Saction 3.

1. Page 5-1, Section 5: The document reads that the EFA considers the UppeT

range of carcipog
the general public.” Is it correct to state that 1
range of carcinogsnic risk levels. Flease revise.

0=t iz considered the Upper

2. Page 5-9, Section 5.2.2.1: ~ . estimates at only 4 walls were at or slightly
greater than the terget risk =angs of 1077 Is it #he target risk ol cargert
risk range for this site? Wonltd risk levels gf 10 be coosidered pealth
protechive? As stated eazlier in this deocument, EPR’5 risk racge is 1078 to 13 7
Plezse include those waells in this document thar #a21l within this rabdge.

3. Pags 5-25, Secticn 5.5: the gnomment discusses he guantitative contriputicn
to cazcinaganic risk from sgils at the site. The second paragraph states due o
foil’s minimal coptribution (at dr lower than 10-§) that the tatal potential
exposure incurred for the future rasident scenaric would...”he no greatel than
what is presented in this report f{see Section 5.1).* Section 3.1, wpich
discusses methodologiaes does not quantiratively discuss carcimogenic risk and
comparisons canzot be made.

v

enic risk levels 107 to 107, as ~a-ceptable exposyie ierals for
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